Review of
Footnotes are gathered together at the end of the text, another cost-saving measure. A list of text figures, a museum index, a list of abbreviations (bibliography) and a general index conclude the book. The list of plates is given at the front of the volume of plates.
Hemelrijk has obviously involved himself closely with his subject matter. He has been meticulous and thorough in studying every important and not so important aspect of the vases. Sometimes, however, this involvement has led to overstatement; for example, his interpretation of the expression in eyes or faces (the boar on no. 10 is "struck dumb," the lion on no. 38 is shown "horribly scared"), or his characterization of the work of the Wind-Blown (Ivy) Painter as "hideous" and "trash." Some minor points. Twice (pp. 120, 125) it is noted that gods only appear on Group A vases, yet Hermes clearly is seen on no. 21 (Group B). Stibbe (Meded n.s. 1 [1974] 19-37, esp. 24-25, 28-29) argued that "Nike" figures like that on no. 13 might instead be "Erotes," which in fact would suit the scene of Europa and the Bull on that vase. "Cowherds" may be a better term than "shepherds" or "cowboys" for the horsemen on no. 18. In Table F Croissant starts from the assumption that these unusual objects (for which the term protome may not correspond to ancient usage) are considerably more important than terracotta statuettes, since they allow much greater detailing of the female face by virtue of their larger scale. He further assumes as a working hypothesis both the distinctiveness of regional styles within archaic sculpture and the stylistic unity of creations by a single center (p. 24). Although identity or even close resemblance between a given protome type and a specific marble kore (or kouros) is quite rare (p. 10), Croissant focuses on "l'air de famille" which links certain works despite their possible chronological distance, at times considerable. Thus style becomes a more influential factor than date, while technical considerations only allow for a general morphological division of the protomes into three groups: the masks (corresponding to the so-called Rhodian type, widely diffused although particularly at home in Asia Minor), the pinakes (an Attic tradition), and the busts (an Argive-Corinthian form). Yet these classifications receive relatively brief preliminary mention (16-21) and play no part in the extensive discussion of the actual protomes. Varying and unidentified clays, combined with the difficulties of possible export and reproduction of molds, make Croissant subordinate such technical evidence to the stylistic search for possible prototypes and their geographical milieux. Hence, the book is not a catalogue of extant protomes, but a selection of 251 representative masks or fragments exemplifying different regional groups and variants. They belong in general to the Aegean basin and Greece proper, with the exclusion of Magna Graecia, but the sad state of sporadic excavation and publication of finds is well brought out by the annotated list of protome-yielding areas and sites (13-16).
The text falls into four major sections. The lengthy Introduction on the protome form deals with origins (purely Greek, not Egyptian) and religious meaning (not votaries but divinities, and appropriate for several, not just the chthonian goddesses). It further considers the role of paint and the forms of jewels and decoration, and outlines methodological approaches and terminology. The first part treats the protomes created by continental and insular Ionia, and rates its own partial conclusions. The second part considers the two independent traditions of Athens and Corinth. The third part reviews the end of the archaic style in Central Greece, and the confluence of diverse styles producing imitations, adaptations and works under disparate influences. Within these three sections, the material is subdivided into 18 major groups (from A to U), each corresponding approximately to a geographical source-e.g., "Groupe A (Samos)," "Groupe M (Corinthe)"-although some defy classification beyond a general Ionic connection (groups H, J, and group K, which consists of isolated types), and the groups of section three can only be defined by affinitiese.g., "Groupe S (types corinthianisants)." Conclusions, a museum index for all protomes and comparanda cited, and a highly detailed Table of Contents close the book.
This apparently simple schema is, however, belied by the fractioning of each group within each section, according to facial types. For example, the "Chian" group, C, breaks into C la-c, C 2, C 3, C 4, C 5a-b, although each subdivision and variant need contain no more than one item (e.g., C 2, C 3, C 4). In the end, the Rhodio-Ionian koin6 which is usually treated as a fairly homogeneous grouping is broken by Croissant into 48 face types distributed among 9 groups, AMERICAN JOURNAL OF ARCHAEOLOGY [AJA 89 without counting group K, which is not a stylistic subdivision proper. Yet even this meticulous apportioning of protomes could be acceptable, were the total picture of help in clarifying our understanding of regional styles and centers; but such is certainly not the case. Croissant is scrupulous in reiterating that his distributions are subject to revision according to new finds or evidence, that information on regional centers is scant or uncertain, that differences between types may be minimal and stylistic assessments subjective. I must admit I cannot always tell one group from another-let alone the various types within the group or the variations within the types-nor am I helped by the well laid-out plates with meaningful juxtapositions of comparable items. Perhaps only someone with Croissant's long familiarity based on constant handling of the protomes can distinguish them readily. The comparanda in monumental sculpture or other forms of art seem often equally elusive: either I cannot see the resemblances or I cannot subscribe to the regional attributions. To give but one example, the so-called Sleeping Head in the British Museum usually thought to belong to one of the Ephesian columnae caelatae is by Croissant labelled Milesian and used as a cog within his regional construction (p. 62); yet the recent study of all Ephesian material by C.A. Pic6n has convincingly shown that the London head belongs to the Artemision and is stylistically related to the other temple sculptures.
To be sure, Croissant describes vividly and at length, trying to make the reader see what he perceives as regional traits and distinctive features, but his very fluid language may hamper rather than increase comprehension. It is not that one does not understand, even share, Croissant's intuitive reading of facial expressions; it is just that it is hard to accept as objective comparisons based on, e.g., "la mime franchise attentive, la mime gaieti dynamique" (p. 146).
The task is not made easier by the endless paragraphs, one of which can fill an entire page, and by the free associating of the thought-process, so wide ranging that virtually every major monument of the archaic and severe period is brought into the discussion-repeatedly, in different contexts and for different purposes, as the index and table of contents show.
Even In his prefatory comments Tusa stresses Selinous' originality in being "the only Greek city in Sicily to decorate its temples with stone sculptures" (15). The statement may seem rather sweeping in light of the pedimental remains once again recently attributed to Akragan and Himeran religious buildings (see, e.g., Aparchai [Festschrift P. Arias, 1982] passim), but it holds true for the archaic period, and especially for metopal decoration. (Note, however, that Tusa [125, no. 18 n. 6] would disclaim for Selinous the socalled Harpy metope in Copenhagen, which is generally considered to be from Sicily and would therefore imply metopal stone-carving elsewhere on the island.) Selinuntine workmanship is advocated for all pieces, including the marble parts from Temple E, although the analysis is sensitive to outside influences-from the mainland Greeks, the peoples of Asia Minor, the Phoenicians and local populations, as one would expect from a Phoenician expert of Tusa's caliber.
G. Pugliese Carratelli sketches the historical and religious background of Selinous, without however entering the thorny grounds of colonization dates. Helpful comments on Megara, both Hyblaia and Nysaia, underline the importance of a Malophoros cult in the Greek metropoleis, thus challenging the assumption that Selinous simply adopted Sicilian religious beliefs. Mycenaean and Cretan contacts are mentioned, as well as the difficult interrelationships of
